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Abstract 


A lot has been written on the conduct of 1965 and 1971 wars by 
both Indian and Pakistani sides but most literature focuses on 
land warfare. Naval aspects of these wars are covered in the 
official histories and other books mainly written by Indian 
authors. No dedicated literature is available focusing on 
submarine operations. In 1961, the quest for submarines was 
commenced simultaneously by both Indian and Pakistani navies. 
The first submarine PNS/M GHAZI was acquired by Pakistan in 
1964 whereas the first Indian submarine INS/M KALVARI was 
commissioned as late as 1967. The disadvantage of not having a 
submarine by IN was glaring in the 1965 war when IN was mostly 
confined to its own waters. In the 1971 war, both sides possessed 
submarines. Pakistani submarines created strategic cum tactical 
effects in both eastern and western theatres. PNS/M GHAZI’s 
over 3000 miles long voyage to the Indian east coast restricted IN 
aircraft carrier to Andaman Islands. PNS/M HANGOR’s sinking of 
INS KHUKRI on 9 December 1971 with 18 officers and 176 men on 
board changed the balance of war after IN’s devastating attacks 
on PN ships and Karachi on 4" and 8" December 1971. This 
article is an endeavour to analyse the roles played by submarine 
arms of IN and PN in Indo-Pak wars. The article also examines as 
to why PN submarines were more effective at the strategic and 
tactical levels vis a vis their counterparts in IN. Due to dearth of 
credible sources, PN submarines’ narrative is built upon eye 
witness accounts whereas IN events have been taken from 
credible Indian sources. 
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"This research is an outcome of personal interviews of XO PNS/M 
GHAZI in 1965 war and CO PNS/M HANGOR in 1971 war. Certain 
inputs were also taken from an under-training officer on PNS/M 
GHAZI in 1965 war and Weapons Officers and Signals Communication 
Officer of PNS/M HANGOR in 1971 war. In addition, Chief Ordinance 
Artificer on board PNS/M HANGOR also provided input. Other officers 
also provided input but they did not want their names to be put in 
reference list therefore certain names have been omitted. The 
account on the Pakistan side has thus been directly taken from 
primary sources. One major handicap was the time elapsed since 
1971; some officers could not recall the events in entirety. The author 
therefore collated various sources and events to develop the 
narrative. Some gaps may be felt by the reader but it was inevitable. 


For the Indian side the research has primarily banked upon the 
books written by Admiral S M Nanda, Vice Admiral Mihir K Roy and 
Vice Admiral S N Kohli and “Transition to Triumph” history of Indian 
Navy. Some narratives differed between the sources which have been 
ironed out by the author. Internet sources though found very 
informative but have been used sparingly. 


1. Introduction 


On 9 December 1971, Pakistan Navy Submarine HANGOR (PNS/M 
HANGOR) sank Indian Navy Ship KHUKRI (INS KHUKRI) off the Indian 
west coast with 18 officers and 176 men on board. Though sinking of 
INS KHUKRI was a tactical action but it had effects in the strategic 
realm as it recoiled IN with all further planned naval offensives 
against Pakistan being called off.’ 


Though a lot has been written on 1971 naval operations but 
submarine operations have not been covered separately. This article 
mostly relies on the eye witness accounts of events. The events were 
juxtaposed over the accounts narrated by the Indian side to develop a 


* Jain Ballantyne, The Deadly Trade: A History of Submarine Warfare from Archimedes to the 
Present (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2019), 547. 
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full account. This is truer for the events of Pakistan Navy Submarine 
GHAZI (PNS/M GHAZI) and PNS/M HANGOR. This article also covers 
the important narrative of PNS/M MANGRO and PNS/M SHUSHUK in 
1971 war. 


The article will therefore give an insight into submarine operations 
by both sides in Indo-Pak wars. The first part of article describes the 
birth of Pakistani and Indian Navy submarine arms and explains why 
IN did not possess a submarine until 1967. Then the role of PNS/M 
GHAZI in the 1965 naval war is discussed. Discussion on sinking of 
PNS/M GHAZI in 1971 war is then followed. Subsequently an incisive 
analysis of attack by PNS/M HANGOR on INS KHUKRI is discussed. 
Most of the doctrinal lessons learnt from PNS/M HANGOR’s action 
are applicable in today’s ASW environment. 


2. The Birth of Submarine Arms 


India and Pakistan simultaneously commenced the efforts to 
induct submarines at the beginning of 1960s. Both sides approached 
the Royal Navy (RN) for initial training of their submarine crews. From 
1962, onwards IN officers went to UK for submarine training.” In the 
same timeframe four Pakistani officers and fourteen sailors also went 
to UK for submarine training from September 1962 to March 1963.° 
Being part of SEATO and CENTO, USA agreed to lease a Fleet class 
submarine, USS DIABLO to Pakistan Navy under the Mutual Defence 
Programme." In June 1964, USS DIABLO was commissioned in PN as 
PNS/M GHAZI.° The acquisition of PNS/M GHAZI created an 
imbalance between the two navies which IN tried to redress 
subsequently. 


In 1964, Indian Government also approached the United States for 
loan of three Fleet class submarines. Apart from the imbalance 


2 Mihir K Roy, War in the Indian Ocean (New Delhi: Lancer Publ, 1995), 5. 

3’ Pakistan Navy Submarine Force 25" Anniversary Edition, The Pioneers, Page 5. 
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created by PNS/M GHAZI, the premise of Indian delegation was also 
to train IN fleet in realistic ASW tactics. The request of Indian 
delegation was not entertained by the US.° Instead they were told to 
contact their traditional supplier, the Royal Navy. Subsequently, 
another high level Indian delegation visited UK for placing the order 
for three Oberon class submarines on deferred payment. This request 
of the Indian delegation was also denied for various reasons.’ 
Consequently, Indians turned to the Soviets who were keen to sell 
their submarines to India. Eventually in 1967, the first of three Foxtrot 
class submarines, INS KALWARI was commissioned in IN.° 


3. Role of PN Submarine GHAZI in the 1965 Indo-Pak War 


Before the onset of 1965 war, induction of PNS/M GHAZI had 
somewhat tilted the balance of naval power between the two South 
Asian neighbours. Before the start of 1965 war most of the Indian 
ships were in Bay of Bengal due a perceived threat to Andaman 
Islands from the Indonesians.’ Some ships were also engaged in ASW 
exercise with an RN submarine RNS/M ASTUTE.’” According to IN 
estimates the war with Pakistan was not imminent until 
November/December 1965. Therefore their capital ships, aircraft 
carrier INS VIKRANT and cruiser INS DELHI were put in the dock to be 
ready by end of end year 1965." As per Indian Government policy 
1965 war was to be kept localised. Therefore role of Indian Navy in 
the war was not envisaged.’ It was purely to be a war on land with 
the support of Indian Air Force. On formal commencement of 
hostilities on land the Indian fleet was called back from Bay of Bengal 
to Bombay. After necessary preparations and topping up in harbour, 


Roy, War in the Indian Ocean, 109. 
Ibid, 110. 
Ibid, 112. 
. GM Hiranandani, Transition to Triumph: History of the Indian Navy 1965-1975 (New Delhi: 
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IN units were ready for war four days after commencement of 
hostilities.’ 


In the meantime a Joint Secretary in Indian Ministry of Defence 
(MoD) sent restrictive instructions to IN. The instructions ordered IN 
not to venture north of PORBANDAR latitude and not to initiate any 
offensive action at sea against Pakistan unless forced to do so.*” Pre- 
war deployment of IN in Bay of Bengal and restrictions by Indian 
Government paved the way for Pakistani flotilla to attack DWARKA. 
INS TALWAR stationed at OKHA picked up the Pakistani flotilla 
attacking DWARKA on its sensors but did not sail out. The ship was 
tasked by Indian Naval Headquarters (NHQ) to go and report the 
damage to DWARKA only next morning.” 


During this time, IN operated south of the latitude of PORBANDAR 
augmenting the aerial efforts to localise PN Fleet for seeking battle. 
The pre-dominant threat to IN fleet continued to be from PNS/M 
GHAZI. Eventually on 22 September 1965, just one day before end of 
hostilities, PNS/M GHAZI detected Indian ships. PNS/M GHAZI fired a 
salvo of four contact pistol torpedoes on the Indian frigate.’° The 
torpedoes after hitting the target did not explode. One possible 
reason for their non-explosion was the old vintage of high explosive 
being that was over 25 years old.’” In conclusion, at the strategic level 
PNS/M GHAZI posed a perpetual threat to the Indian fleet in IN’s 
restrictive Area of Operations. At the tactical level, PNS/M GHAZI 
engaged the IN frigate (possibly INS BRAHMAPUTRA) but the target 
was not damaged due to malfunction of torpedoes’ firing pistols. 


. Roy, War in the Indian Ocean, 88. 

. Hiranandani, Transition to Triumph, 50. 

. Roy, War in the Indian Ocean, 88. 

. Ballantyne, The Deadly Trade, 539. 
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4. 1971 Indo- Pakistan War 


This part will mainly focus on the role played by submarines in the 
eastern and western theatres respectively. By the time 1971 war 
started, Indian and Pakistani navies possessed submarines. Pakistan 
Navy had PNS/M GHAZI and three Daphne class French origin 
submarines; which were considered as the best conventional 
submarines at that time.’® IN entered the war with three Foxtrot class 
submarines of Soviet origin.” 


As the clouds of war drew nearer IN planners were sure that PN 
submarines because of their superior offensive capability will be the 
main punch of PN. They had also envisaged that IN capital ships 
particularly aircraft carrier INS VIKRANT would the most sought after 
target by PN submarines.” To keep the carrier out of the harm’s way, 
IN created the Eastern Naval Command (ENC) at Visakhapatnam on 
the east coast. ENC was created on 1 November 1971, just one 
month before the start of war. INS VIKRANT along with one 
submarine, one destroyer, two frigates, one Petya class, five patrol 
craft and three landing ships were placed under C in C Eastern Naval 
Command (ENC).”” This bifurcation was contested by Flag Officer C in 
C Western Naval Command (FO C in C WNC), Vice Admiral S N Kohli, 
who forwarded his discontent in writing to the Indian Naval 
Headquarters (NHQ).2?. The discontent was so blatant that Indian 
Naval Chief, Admiral Nanda decided to personally visit units of WNC 
to pacify the matter.”° 


8 Jan Cardozo, The Sinking of INS Khukri: Survivors’ Stories (New Delhi Lotus Collection, 


2006). 
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5. The Eastern Theatre - PNS/M GHAZI 


IN also appreciated that putting INS VIKRANT at Vishakhapatnam 
had somehow mitigated the PN submarine threat.”* In IN’s reckoning 
there was one platform, PNS/M GHAZI that had the reach and 
wherewithal to pose a threat to the Indian carrier.’ To ensure safety 
of the carrier INS VIKRANT was placed in the safe anchorage of 
Andaman Islands, 1200 miles from the east coast of India.”° One 
possible reason of deploying carrier away was the threat generated 
by PNS/M GHAZI. Therefore the deployment of PNS/M GHAZI created 
strategic effects. This is reaffirmed by Rifleman III Journal in its article 
titled “Last Voyage of Ghazi”. It stated “Although it ultimately failed, 
the nearly 3,000 mile voyage of PNS/M GHAZI was extremely daring 
and had it succeeded, it would have changed the balance of power 
during the war”.?” 

PNS/M GHAZI sailed on 14 November 1971 to hunt the Indian 
carrier and mine Visakhapatnam harbour. Her weapon outfit 
consisted of 14 torpedoes and 20 French origin mines. The submarine 
undertook a transit of over 3000 NM undetected along the Indian 
coast and arrived to mine Vishakhapatnam harbour.”® As per many 
estimates she sank on the night of 3 December 1971 on the mouth of 
Vishakhapatnam harbour in just 33 meters of water.”” Till such time 
that PNS/M GHAZI was not destroyed by a self-explosion, INS 
VIKRANT remained at Andaman. 


. Before the start of 1971 war the carrier was non-operational due to her ruptured boiler 
tubes, however some tubes were plugged and the speed of the carrier was restricted to 
only 14 knots. This affected her operations inthe eastern theatre when it could not 
launch or recover aircraft due to less wind speed. 

. Nanda, The Man who Bombed Karachi, 196. 

. Roy, War in the Indian Ocean, 193. 

.“Last Voyage of PNS Ghazi 1971,” December 24, 2015, https://wwiiafterwwii. 
wordpress.com/2015/12/24/last-voyage-of-pns-ghazi-1971/.. 

3° Hiranandani, Transition to Triumph, 148. 
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The heroics of the Commanding Officer and crew of PNS/M GHAZI 
are legendary. They sacrificed their lives and almost completed the 
task assigned to them. The wreckage of PNS/M GHAZI will continue to 
be a testimony of the great professional acumen and devotion of the 
crew to eternally lie in the backyard of the enemy. PNS/M GHAZI in 
the middle of the night with rudimentary navigational aids arrived on 
time, in the correct position for mining the harbour. Possibly a 
submarine officer can better appreciate this daring and extremely 
difficult task. Pakistan will always be indebted to the great sacrifice of 
PNS/M GHAZI’s crew. 


6. The Western Theatre 


a. PN Submarines: As per IN estimates the threat of PN 
submarines was pre-dominant in the western theatre. IN had 
moved its capital ships to the eastern theatre to mitigate PN 
submarines threat. PN had deployed three Daphne class 
submarines along the Indian coast north of Bombay. PN Daphne 
class submarines sailed in third week of November 1971 for war 
patrols off the Indian west coast with instructions not to take any 
offensive action until authorised.°° To avoid PN submarines, IN 
units were transiting through shallow waters close to Indian west 
coast. Details of operations by PN submarines are given below. 


b. PNS/M HANGOR: Being the senior most submarine with the 
most experienced Commanding Officer; PNS/M HANGOR was 
chosen to be deployed in patrol area off Bombay. The submarine 
had already conducted a war patrol in the same area in August 
1971.°* On the other side, IN had calculated that because of the 
threat of midgets and chariots with PN, it was not safe to keep the 
fleet inside BOMBAY harbour. IN thus decided to put Indian 
Western Fleet to sea.*” The Indian western fleet sailed on the night 
of 2 December 1971. The fleet immediately encountered PNS/M 


3° CO PNS/M MANGRO, Interview with CO PNS/M MANGRO, June 2020. 
CO HANGOR, Interview with CO HANGOR in 1971, June 2020. 
2 Nanda, The Man Who Bombed Karachi, 218. 


P-JMR-VOL III, | (2021) DOI: 10.53963/pjmr.2021.001.3 173 


HANGOR patrolling off BOMBAY. PNS/M HANGOR tracked the 
Indian flotilla from about 2300 on 2 December to 0100 on 3 
December 1971 without engaging them.** She made the Enemy 
Contact Report (ECR) at 0800 on 3 December 1971. This 
transmission of PNS/M HANGOR was picked up by IN Direction 
Finding (DF) stations forewarning the Indian authorities ashore. 


There is one school of thought claiming that the war in the 
eastern theatre was raging since 22 November 1971. Therefore 
PNS/M HANGOR should have engaged the Indian Fleet. The sinking 
of major units of Indian western flotilla would have tilted the naval 
war in PN’s favour. But this is an over simplification of argument. 
Unlike Army and Air Force, naval forces operate in the same 
maritime environment. Naval forces are therefore liable to come 
face to face with enemy units especially during pre-hostilities 
period. This then implies that Commanding Officers should strictly 
adhere to the Rules of Engagement (ROEs) and instructions of the 
higher command. This has become all the more important in the 
contemporary environments where submarines are also expected 
to play a strategic role. 


c. Sinking of INS KHUKRI: Few days after remaining in her patrol 
area off BOMBAY the Ops Room team of PNS/M HANGOR realised 
that most of the Indian commercial and warships were following 
shallow water route. There was hardly any chance of engaging a 
target in the area off Bombay. On 6 December 1971, PNS/M 
HANGOR decided to shift her patrol area and move north.” As per 
principles of water space management the submarine was to take 
permission from senior authorities ashore for shifting of its area. In 
order to obtain permission PNS/M HANGOR transmitted in the 


33 . 
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37 


High Frequency (HF) spectrum. This transmission was again picked 
up by Indian DF stations.*° 


IN HQ was now sure of the submarine presence with a rough 
datum established 30 miles south west off Diu Head. It must be 
remembered that by this time IN had already carried out two 
attacks on PN units, Karachi anchorage and harbour. The state in 
the IN HQ was euphoric because of successful attacks on PN and 
Karachi. C in C, Western Naval Command (WNC) decided to 
prosecute the submarine contact adhering to the principle of 
offensive action.*° 


French ASW doctrine recommends that the best way to fight a 
submarine is to avoid it.°” This implies that once the position of a 
conventional submarine is fairly known then the best course of 
action is to just direct own forces to avoid that Submarine 
Probability Area (SPA). This will frustrate the submarine for want 
of targets and force it to commit indiscretions and take more risks. 
Or else Air ASW may be the preferred option against threatening 
submarine. This approach also adheres to the principle of 
economy of effort. Own surface forces can then be spared for 
other important ASW tasks. 


On termination of 1971 war the post war enquiry by IN 
deliberated the decision of prosecuting PNS/M HANGOR having 
superior anti-ship weapons and sensors. Particularly when it was 
known that IN ASW ships had inferior ASW capability. The question 
under deliberation was “Should ASW operation been launched at 
all?” The consensus was that “in war it is unacceptable to let an 


. Nanda, The Man who Bombed Karachi, 227. 
. bid. 
. The author did his Anti-submarine warfare specialisation from France in 1984. The Course 
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Probability Area. It is now opined that Air ASW effort is most economical and effective 
particularly against conventional submarines. 
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enemy submarine threaten you on your doorstep - it has to be 
hunted”.*° 


7. Deployment of IN Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW) Forces 


It was appreciated in the IN HQ that PN submarines enjoyed range 
advantage and were technologically superior to the Indian surface 
ASW forces.*” The obvious choice to prosecute PNS/M HANGOR was 
air ASW forces. Indian air ASW elements comprised French Alize 
aircraft for surveillance & detection supported by newly inducted 
Seaking ASW helicopters. IN decided to deploy surface ASW forces 
from 14°" ASW squadron comprising of Type 14 Frigates, INS KHUKRI, 
INS KIRPAN and INS KUTHAR against PNS/M HANGOR. The squadron 
was ordered to sail at 0500 on 08 December 1971 with Captain 
Mahendra Nath Mulla as Squadron Commander on board INS 
KHUKRI. INS KUTHAR developed a serious defect in her boiler tubes 
thereby delaying the sailing of other ships. Finally, only two ASW 
ships INS KHUKRI and INS KIRPAN sailed from BOMBAY to hunt 
PNS/M HANGOR off Diu Head.”° 


8. Conduct of ASW Search by IN’s 14" ASW Squadron 


The tactics employed to conduct ASW search by the IN’s 14 ASW 
squadron were not as per doctrine. Deployment of compatible ASW 
forces is the purview of Fleet Commander. Commander 14" ASW 
Squadron as “On Scene ASW Commander” was to employ correct 
ASW tactics. The Air ASW elements were not fully integrated in the 
ASW plan.“ Therefore the ASW ships were at a_ tactically 
disadvantageous position vis a vis submarine. This aspect was also 
deliberated by the Post-war enquiry of IN. The question was “Were 
the two frigates and Seakings deployed on 8 December adequate to 


2 Hiranandani, Transition to Triumph, 210. 
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cope with a Daphne submarine?” The answer was that the Seakings 
could be better deployed at Diu in support of ASW ships but they 
were defenceless against air threat from Pakistan, they were 
therefore operating from BOMBAY. Super Connie maritime recce 
aircraft and Alize anti-submarine aircraft could have been better 
utilised right from the start.”” 


PNS/M HANGOR was commanded by an experienced Commanding 
Officer fighting his second war. The CO was backed by a crew who 
had done a patrol in the same area only one month prior the war.”? 
Weapons and sensors of PNS/M HANGOR were technologically 
superior to the surface ASW forces. 


The area chosen to carry out ASW by the IN’s 14 ASW squadron 
was in shallow waters of around 60 meters depth. On the area chosen 
by IN ASW ships, lan Ballantyne in his book “Deadly Trade, The 
Complete History of Submarine Warfare from Archimedes to Present” 
commented “They seemed keen on protecting themselves by sticking 
to shallow waters where they thought submarines would be unlikely 
to venture”.“* Obviously, the most probable submarine area was 
beyond 100 meters line. PNS/M HANGOR was patrolling that area. 
Carrying out ASW in shallow waters, whilst transmitting on active 
sonar was a serious tactical aberration of ASW ships. 


As soon as Indian ASW ships arrived in the SPA they were picked 
up by the submarine. PNS/M HANGOR tracked the transmitting ASW 
ships; established their position and pattern of manoeuvre. The ships 
were carrying out ASW search in a rectangle with a predictable 
pattern; PNS/M HANGOR plotted this pattern.” After having 
established the pattern of manoeuvre PNS/M HANGOR crossed into 
shallow waters with 60 meters depth “almost scraping the bottom”.”° 


The bathy gradient was isothermal giving advantage to ASW forces. 
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At 1900, after confirming the ranges of two ASW ships, she took the 
firing position. The ships were in line abreast formation transmitting 
on their sonars. The ships were carrying out narrow weave while 
proceeding at a mean speed of 10 knots.*” 


The slow speed of the formation against ASW doctrine is 
attributed to the decision by WNC to allow Bhabha Atomic Research 
Centre (BARC) team to continue with the project for improving the 
performance of 170/174 sonars. Lt V K Jain, the project officer at 
BARC boarded INS KHUKRI on 6 December 1971.” Allowing R & D on 
main sonar in the middle of the war in the SPA endangered ASW 
ships. This question was also deliberated by Post-war Enquiry on the 
loss of INS KHUKRI. The modification equipment had already been 
tried in the last sea trip of 2"? December 1971. CO INS KHUKRI had 
detailed discussion on the pros and cons of doing slow speed to 
increase the range vis a vis higher speed and lesser detection ranges. 
“A conscious decision was taken by him to do slow speed”.”” 


PNS/M HANGOR positioned herself on a northerly heading in a 
manner that INS KIRPAN was on its port bow (left side) and INS 
KHUKRI was on its starboard bow (right side). ASW ships were doing 
on a westerly leg.°° PNS/M HANGOR fired the first torpedo at 1957, 
Pakistan Standard Time (PST) on INS KIRPAN from a depth of 40 
meters. The torpedo acquired the target but passed underneath the 
target without explosion.°’ As per US doctrine, a submarine after 
firing a torpedo at such close range must go deep and carry out 
evasion.” Instead, PNS/M HANGOR shifted the target to fire another 


“” To ensure that submarine cannot arrive at a firing solution ASW ships randomly alter 
courses. There are different patterns given in the ASW doctrine. When the alteration of 
course is small then it is called “Narrow Weave”, when itis rather large then it is known 
as “Broad Weave”. 
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homing torpedo on a nearer ship which by now was on opening.”* 
The torpedo hit INS KHUKRI below the magazine sinking it within two 
minutes with 18 officers and 176 men.” INS KHUKRI as per ASW 
doctrine was not streaming a UNIFOXER.”> This simple device could 
have saved the ship. This question was also deliberated by the 
Enquiry on the Loss of INS KHUKRI. The committee concluded that 
this too was a conscious decision of the ship to reduce own noise for 
better submarine detection.”° 


Captain M N Mulla, the Squadron Commander and CO of INS 
KHUKRI acted against the standard practice to save himself. After the 
explosion he gave his life jacket to a young sailor, lit his cigarette and 
drowned with the ship.°’ INS KIRPAN upon seeing the explosion on 
INS KHUKRI immediately opened out as per ASW doctrine. She fired 
some SQUIDS (anti-submarine weapons) which were distantly heard 
by PNS/M HANGOR. According to CO KIRPAN after firing few salvos 
her ASW mortars became non-operational. He then faced a dilemma 
whether to stop and recover survivors of INS KHUKRI by lowering his 
boats or leave the area to repair his ASW weapons.”® INS KIRPAN left 
the area and returned after 13 hours the next day in company of 
patrol craft INS KATCHALL to recover 67 survivors of INS KHUKRI.”” 


9. Operation FALCON 


Sinking of INS KHUKRI led to a massive hunt for PNS/M HANGOR 
by IN under the ASW operation code named Operation FALCON. 
Operation FALCON was conducted by IN WNC with all available ASW 
ships and air ASW assets supported by Indian Air Force (IAF) 
surveillance aircrafts. Despite many claims of sinking by IN ASW 


. HANGOR, Interview with CO PNS/HANGOR, 2020. 
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forces, the pursuit for PNS/M HANGOR continued for four days 
without result.°° Operation FALCON raised questions on the real IN 
ASW capability; this continues to be a debating point in the Indian 
circles.°* 


According to the crew of PNS/M HANGOR, 156 depth charges were 
actually counted but none was close enough to pose any serious risk 
to the submarine®’. IN got reasonable chances to prosecute PNS/M 
HANGOR. Firstly it got a certain position (CERTSUB) of submarine 
after attack on INS KHUKRI. On the second day of attack, PNS/M 
HANGOR passed signal of attack on INS KHUKRI®*. While shaking off 
the Indian forces she had to snorkel a number of times per day to 
charge her batteries. This gave a number of opportunities to IN ASW 
forces to locate PNS/M HANGOR for almost 4 days till 13 December 
1971. PNS/M HANGOR in the meantime managed to shake off IN 
ASW elements and entered Karachi harbour on 18 December 1971. 


Sinking of INS KHUKRI disrupted subsequent offensive plans of IN. 
Operation TRIUMPH the follow up plan to attack Karachi was called 
off by WNC. Loss of a frigate with 18 officers and 176 sailors had put 
the IN more on the defensive. Notwithstanding the daring action of 
PNS/M HANGOR, loss of INS KHUKRI can be attributed to some bad 
decisions and overlooking basic doctrine and concepts by IN surface 
ASW forces. 


Sinking of INS KHUKRI bore another important landmark in the 
naval history. It was the first event of a warship sinking by a 
submarine after the 2™ World War.° PNS/M HANGOR is now parked 
for life at Pakistan Navy Maritime Museum in the heart of Karachi. 
Commanding Officer of PNS/M HANGOR was deservingly decorated 


e Hiranandani, Transition to Triumph, 211. 

. Roy, War in the Indian Ocean, 235. 
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with Sitara-e Jurrat & Bar, whereas 3 other officers were also 
awarded Siatara-e Jurrat. 6 Tamgha-e-Jurrat and 14 Imtiazi Sanads 
were also conferred on the crew.°° To commemorate the 1971 action 
by PNS/M HANGOR, 9 December is celebrated as “HANGOR Day” by 
Pakistan Navy every year. Senior serving submarine officers and 
Hangor’s crew of 1971 war are invited to participate in the event.” 


10. PNS/MMANGRO & PNS/M SHUHSHUK 


PNS/M MANGRO sailed on 17 November 1971 for a three weeks 
war patrol. She was the first Daphne submarine to deploy off the 
western coast of India. Almost three days after deployment in patrol 
area she developed a major leak in her hull. The submarine had to 
surface in enemy waters; it was night time. The crew immediately 
plugged the leak, as staying on surface was fraught with danger. 
Under normal circumstances the submarine would have immediately 
retuned harbour and cleared the defect. The crew of PNS/M 
MANGRO decided to continue their mission. 


Daphne submarine had only one air conditioner. After the defect 
of hull, the air conditioner of the submarine packed up. This was a 
recurring deficiency in all Daphne’s therefore the crew was well 
trained and carried all possible back up spares. The defect of the air 
conditioner this time was a weird one. Again, the crew came up with 
an improvised solution to repair this defect. °° 


After initiation of hostilities, PNS/M MANGRO detected a ship on 
her sonar. The ship was classified as Indian warship doing course 165 
speed 10 knots. The submarine started to the chase of contact which 
was on the fringes of maximum torpedo range. PNS/M MANGRO 


°° Pakistan Navy Submarine Force, 25" anniversary edition, 1989, page 45. 

87 Aamir Iqbal, “Remembering Act of Valour by PNS/M Hangor in 1971 War,” The Nation, 
December 9, 2019, https://nation.com.pk/09-Dec-2019/heroics-and-act-of-valour-by-pns- 
m-hangor-in-1971-war. 
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chased the target at maximum possible speed with regular snorkelling 
intervals. The Captain confirmed the course, speed and range of 
Indian Ship by two single ping transmissions through periscope. After 
confirming the ranges, one E 15 homing torpedo was launched. Just 
after launching, as per the doctrine the submarine went into evasion 
mode and changed depth to 100 meters. Incidentally, the torpedo 
incidentally did not run which was confirmed by sonar.°° 


Due to onset of war, the deployment of PNS/M MANGRO was 
extended to four weeks from initial three weeks. On completion of 
her extended patrol PNS/M MANGRO entered Karachi at about 1200 
on 14 December 1971. Soon after its arrival PNS/M MANGRO was 
docked in Graving Dock at about 1500 the same day. The submarine 
remained in dock for next 2 days. In the meantime, on 15 December 
1971 an Indian Gnat aircraft chased by two PAF sabre aircraft 
jettisoned its payload in the PIDC channel. No damage was done to 
any installation in this dog fight. Popular myth that attack on Miandad 
jetty (MD jetty) was carried out when a submarine was in dock 
proved to be a farce. Attack on MD jetty was actually carried out on 9 
December 1971. 


Before the start of the war PNS/M SHUSHUK was under 
maintenance and was awaiting the main shaft of seawater pump of 
Port engine. In view of the impending war she was boxed up and 
sailed on 22 November 1971. She encountered a number of aircraft 
rackets on her ESM (Electronic Support Measure) equipment but she 
did not encounter any Indian ship. ”° 


11. Role of Indian Submarines 


a. The Eastern Theatre: Indian Navy entered the war with three 
submarines. One submarine INS/M KALVARI was shifted to the 
eastern theatre. This was done to possibly balance the newly 


6° MANGRO, Interview with CO MANGRO, 2020. 
70 MSHUSH UK, Interview with CO PNS/M SHUSHUK in 1971 war, August 2020. 
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established Eastern Naval Command. This platform did not play 
any role in the conflict. In the hindsight it can be said that it was 
deployed to threaten intervening extra regional forces, if at all.”” 


b. The Western Theatre: In the western theatre, INS/M KURSURA 
sailed on 13 November 1971 to arrive in its standby area by 18 
November 1971. It then shifted her areas a couple of times before 
commencing the returning journey. On 2 December 1971 it 
affected rendezvous with INS/M KARANJ. Subsequently it entered 
harbour with no consequence on the naval war.” The second 
submarine INS/M KARANJ remained deployed in general area 
south of ORMARA off the Pakistani coast. Apart from reporting 
intense air activity and coming across few merchant ships it did not 
engage any target throughout the war.” 


The question arises that when PN submarines generated effects 
both in the eastern and western theatres then why did the IN 
submarines did not play similar role in war. Incidentally IN 
submarines were directed to engage positively identified ships 
only.” This puts a great limitation on the submarine crew to 
positively identify targets before engagement. By day under 
extremely good visibility the submarine may be able to identify the 
target. By night it is almost impossible. Even by day, if the target 
disguises itself, paint a fake name, change the flag etc then the 
submarine crew is seriously limited. Some Pakistani merchant 
ships including MV ANWAR BUKSH and MV MADHUMATI disguised 
themselves, but they were apprehended by Indian surface forces 
only after boarding and seriously challenging them.”° The words of 
Admiral Kohli quoted in IN history “Transition to Triumph” explain 
this anomaly, “The stipulation of positive identification prior 
attacking any enemy ship deprived our submarines of any real 
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action. The correct line of action would have been to have 
declared War Zones and sink any ship transiting through these, 
after a suitable warning period”.”° 


PN planners gave liberty to its submarines for engaging targets 
as per priority list. The Commanding Officers of PN submarines 
were encouraged to take initiative as per the tactical situation. CO 
PNS/M HANGOR realising that IN ships were avoiding his area of 
deployment took initiative in the middle of the war. She shifted to 
a more northward area after asking permission which was granted 
by Commander Submarines. It enabled PNS/M HANGOR to destroy 
INS KHUKRI and create a strategic impact on the outcome of war.”” 


12. Conclusion 


Both Indian and Pakistan Navy started the quest for submarines in 
the same time frame. Pakistan Navy managed to get PNS/M GHAZI on 
lease from USA in 1964. The deployment of PNS/M GHAZI played an 
important role in 1965 war when the Indian Fleet was restricted to 
south of PORBANDAR. In the 1971 war, PN submarines created 
strategic and tactical effects in the eastern and western theatres. Due 
to threat from PNS/M GHAZI, Indian Navy carrier did not operate with 
impunity until PNS/M GHAZI’s destruction. In the western theatre, at 
the onset, IN Missile Boats had carried out two attacks on PN ships 
and Karachi harbour on 4" and 8 December 1971. On 9 December 
1971, PNS/M HANGOR sank INS KHUKRI, 25 miles south west off DIU 
HEAD. This halted further planned offensives by IN as all ASW 
elements of Indian WNC hunted PNS/HANGOR in vain for over 4 days 
until 13 December 1971. In brief it can be concluded that in future 
Indo-Pak conflicts, submarines on both sides will play decisive roles 
not only in the conventional domain but also in the strategic realm. 


ae Hiranandani, Transition to Triumph, 212. 
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